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Rules of court are subject to rules of statutory interpretation; the court must approach a court rule as though it had 
been drafted by the legislature and construe the words of a rule according to their ordinary sense and give effect to 
each word, phrase, and clause. 


Rules of court are subject to the rules of statutory interpretation, l and a court applies familiar canons of statutory construction 
to interpret court rules. 2 The test to determine whether a statute is mandatory or directory applies also to rules of practice. 


As with questions of statutory construction, the interpretation of court rules of procedure is a legal question for a court. 5 


A court should construe the words of a rule according to their ordinary sense and commonly attributed meaning. > The primary 
objective in interpreting a court rule is to ascertain and give effect to the drafters' intent, € which is best indicated by the rule's 
language, under its plain and ordinary meaning, 7 particularly if the rule is free of ambiguity and expresses a clear and definite 
meaning. 8 In interpreting a supreme court rule, the court must ascertain the drafters' intent from a consideration of the entire 
scheme, its nature, its object, and the consequences resulting from different constructions, ? and the court must give effect to 
each word, phrase, and clause. 14 

If the language is susceptible of more than one interpretation, however, the court may look beyond the language to consider 
the rule's purpose. 11 The court may also look to the rule's context, the subject matter, the historical background, the effects 


and consequences, and its spirit and purpose. 12 Although courts interpret statutes and rules of procedure in such a way that 
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does not unduly restrict or expand their coverage beyond their intended scope, 13 a court should not construe a supreme court 


tule in a manner that would lead to consequences that are absurd, inconvenient, or unjust. 14 The court should employ a liberal 


construction of the rules and, to that end, should disregard procedural errors that do not affect the substantial rights of the 


parties. 1 Furthermore, court rules should be construed so as to promote rather than defeat justice. is 


The rule of statutory construction that identical words used in different parts of the same act are intended to have the same 


meaning also applies to the interpretation of rules of procedure. 17 The statutory construction canon, that expressing one item 
of a commonly associated group or series excludes another left unmentioned, is only a guide, whose fallibility can be shown 
by contrary indications that adopting a particular rule or statute was probably not meant to signal any exclusion of its common 


relatives. '* Preambles do not determine a rule's terms but are simply a useful aid for interpreting the rule when there is 


ambiguity. 13 


In the absence of a clear legislative mandate, Advisory Committee Notes provide a reliable source of insight into the meaning 
of the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure. ?? A state supreme court strives to interpret criminal rules to avoid any conflict 
with the constitutional rights of the defendant. 21 Unless a contrary interpretation would frustrate an evident legislative intent, 


tules of criminal procedure are governed by the fundamental principle that such rules are strictly construed against the State. = 


CUMULATIVE SUPPLEMENT 
Cases: 


When construing both statutes and court rules, the Supreme Court applies fundamental principles of statutory construction, 
the cornerstone of which is the rule that the best and most reliable index of a statute's meaning is its language and, when the 


language is clear and unequivocal, it is determinative of the statute's construction. P@ purr v. Lee, 476 P.3d 315 (Ariz. 2020). 


Supreme Court construes court rules using the same means and canons of construction used to interpret statutes. State v. Van 
Voast, 2022 Ark. 195, 654 S.W.3d 59 (2022). 


When interpreting rules promulgated by the court, principles of statutory construction apply. Interest of AA, 150 Haw. 270, 
500 P.3d 455 (2021). 


Appellate Court must apply the supreme court rules as written. P Waukegan Hospitality Group, LLC v. Stretch's Sports Bar 
& Grill Corporation, 2022 IL App (2d) 210179, 462 Ill. Dec. 1043, 208 N.E.3d 590 (App. Ct. 2d Dist. 2022), appeal allowed, 
2023 WL 2753624 (Ill. 2023). 


A court's goal when interpreting Maryland Rules is always to discern the purpose, the ends to be accomplished, or the evils to 


be remedied. PEL opez-Villa v. State, 478 Md. 1, 271 A.3d 1228 (2022). 


In interpreting rules and orders adopted by the Supreme Judicial Court, courts rely upon basic principles of statutory 
construction. Graycor Construction Company Inc. v. Pacific Theatres Exhibition Corp., 193 N.E.3d 1083 (Mass. 2022). 
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Balancing test 
Liberality with which the rules are construed must be balanced against the requisites of fair notice to 
adverse parties and strict adherence to statutorily prescribed procedures. 
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Jury charge 

Rule governing trial judge's reading of charge, instructions, special issues, definitions, and explanatory 
instructions to jury states procedural rather than substantive rule of law and should be liberally construed 


to expedite disposition of business and to decrease number of technical reversals. 
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